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PER CURI AM

Shannon Devonne Dalton Pittman pled guilty to conspiracy to
possess crack cocaine with intent to distribute, 21 U. S.C A 8§ 846
(West Supp. 1996), and received the mandatory m ni num sent ence of
ten years. Her attorney has filed a brief in accordance with Anders

v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), raising one issue but indi-

cating that in his viewthere are no neritorious i ssues for appeal .
Pittman was notified of her right to file a pro se suppl enental
brief but has failed to do so.

Pittman's counsel chall enges as unconstitutionally vague the
enhanced penalties for crack offenses prescribed by 21 U S. C A
§ 841 (West 1981 & Supp. 1996), an argunent we considered and
rejected in United States v. Fisher, 58 F. 3d 96, 98-99 (4th GCir.),

cert. denied, us. _, 64 US LW 3270 (U.S. Cct. 10, 1995)

(No. 95-5923).

I n accordance with Anders, we have exam ned the entire record
inthis case and find no neritorious issues for appeal. W there-
fore affirmPittman's conviction and sentence. W deny counsel's
notion to wthdraw at this tinme. This court requires that counse
informhis client, inwiting, of her right to petition the Suprene
Court of the United States for further review |If the client re-
quests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such a
petition would be frivolous, then counsel nay nove again in this
court for leave to withdraw fromrepresentati on. Counsel's notion

nmust state that a copy thereof was served on the client.



We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the record and briefs, and

oral argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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